In 2007, the EU decided to cut the greenhouse gas emissions by 20/30 
When the European Council decided in 2007 to unilaterally and unconditionally cut greenhouse gas emissions by 20 per cent by 2020 1 or by 30 per cent if other states would take on comparable targets, it was considered proof of the EU's willingness to take on high targets independently of others. The reduction target was set at a time when the other major developed emitters had not announced any targets and there was reason to believe that the US would not do so. The EU was seen as a directional leader 2 in international climate change politics and the decision was seen as an example of the EU's capacity for reaching agreements beyond the lowest common denominator. Current EU climate change is another story; debates over stepping up to a 30 per cent target or adopting an energy efficiency target which would generate a 25 per cent reduction have come to nought. At the June 2011 Environment Council, the Environment Ministers could not even agree on endorsing the 1 Compared to 1990 levels. 2 Directional leadership is one of several kinds of leadership, and is characterized by setting a good example including some kind of sacrifice in order to influence the negotiations (Andresen & Agrawala 2002) .
EU Commission's 'Roadmap for moving to a competitive low-carbon economy in 2050' due to Polish objections. Observers agree that the EU's capacity for directional leadership by taking on high reduction targets has been severely diminished.
This raises the question of why the EU went from being capable of adopting high targets independently of others to being incapable of agreeing whether it should increase its mitigation effort or not. After all there was a higher risk in 2007 of being the only actor taking on a reduction target. The question is answered by describing the role of what is known as entrapment in the processes which have led to two different outcomes, the 2007 decision and the lack of a unfinished decision on a step-up.
The EU leadership on climate change has been explained in various ways in the academic literature entrapment has since been impossible. Entrapment should be understood as an ideal type describing a process in which actors find it difficult to argue against a given policy because the arguments in favour of the policy refer to norms which are difficult to question (Schimmelfennig 2001: 73; Thomas 2009: 345-346) . The actors may be entrapped by previous commitments to the norms or due to less legitimate arguments (compared to arguments based on these norms) both of which can possibly result in public shaming.
What is analyzed therefore is whether John Vogler is right in arguing that the setting of the 20/30
per cent target is the result of entrapment and, if this is the case, whether and how changes in the context and policy processes made such entrapment possible in 2007 and impossible in the period 2009-11.
In the subsequent section, the article addresses the academic literature on the EU climate policy and leadership, especially the drivers of such leadership. It is argued that the roles of norms and interests cannot be reduced to a question of norm-and interest-based action, but that it is necessary to look at explanations in terms of entrapment based on norm-based arguments and how such entrapment may be shaped by the international and the socio-economic context and the policy process. In the following section, a process-tracing of the adoption of the 2007 target reveals that entrapment took place at the level of the European Council. This is followed by a section analyzing the step-up discussions in 2009-11, which shows that in this case entrapment was not possible due to changes in the socio-economic and international contexts, which again influenced the policy processes by influencing agendas, framing and to some degree the involvement of 'economic actors'.
State of the Art: Explaining EU Leadership
Much has been written on the EU's willingness to act as a directional climate leader and on the factors driving this willingness (Harris 2007; Wurzel and Connelly 2011) . The literature has focused on the EU's setting of reduction targets in relation to the Kyoto Protocol (Ringius 1999) according to which greenhouse gas mitigation does not (necessarily) constitute a net cost to society as the economic advantages in terms of energy efficiency, 'green jobs' etc. outweigh the costs.
However, this causal claim is much disputed by those arguing that the environment and the economy are two competing objectives and that there is an inevitable trade-off between them (Hoffman and Ventresca 1999 : 1370 -1371 . Usually this means that the economy takes top priority (Scrase and Ockwell 2010: 2228) . In my view, the difference between the former and the latter perspectives is that the former defines mitigation as a cost which only makes sense in order to avoid climate change, whereas the latter defines mitigation as creating a benefit (and should consequently be implemented even if it was not for climate change).
As the theoretical literature on the roles of norms, interests and institutions has developed beyond the norms/interests distinction to include notions such as entrapment, I find it relevant for this paper. This literature has described normative or ideational structures as constraining and enabling action (Schimmelfennig 2001; see also Müller 2004 ). According to Krebs & Jackson (2007) , a crucial part of the political decision-making process is the argument between actors over the right course of action, an argument in which the actors put forward justifications for their positions with the aim of either persuading them or making it difficult for them to argue against the policy proposed. Such justifications include references to norms. Thus, norms can play a role as constituting a part of the normative environment constraining and enabling which policies actors can argue in favour of.
Particularly relevant is the concept of (rhetorical) entrapment; actors who seek policies not in line with the dominant norms find it difficult to argue against these norms and subsequently also against arguments for a given policy based on references to these norms (Schimmelfennig 2001: 73; Thomas 2009: 345-346) . They are entrapped by their previous commitments to the norms which means that if they engage in norm-inconsistent behaviour they run the risk of being publically shamed for their hypocrisy (committing to the norms in one situation, rejecting them in another). This way, the norms legitimize and empower the actors whose preferences are in line with the norms. Drawing on policy-making literature, I argue that the saliency of norms depends among others on the framing of the topic at hand (Pralle 2009: 782-783; Schön & Rein 1994) , previous commitments to norms, and on the policy forum (Princen 2009: 9-10) . Effective entrapment requires that the topic is placed on the 'decision agenda' (the agenda of the decision-making body) of the polity, thus entrapment at 'lower' levels is not effective in terms of changing policy.
John Vogler (2009) has argued that the EU climate policy was characterized by entrapment both in the case of the Kyoto Protocol targets and of the post-Kyoto target. In both cases, the combination of the uncontested nature of the normative frame (the importance of acting against climate change), significant public attention and 'external conditions strengthening the relevance of the EU's original bid for climate leadership' made it hard for so-called 'laggards' or 'sceptics' 4 to argue against comparatively high reduction targets (Vogler 2009: 486-487) . Although Vogler's argument provides a convincing account of how divergent interests were overcome by references to a European norm, it does not explain why the entrapment has apparently ceased to function.
The focus is on exploring the role of entrapment in the EU debates regarding reduction targets, The role of the crisis points to the wider body of literature on the relationship between environmental policy and economic priorities described above.
Secondly, the policy processes through which the EU has addressed the debate over reduction From the interviews it appears that the most important factor pushing towards an ambitious target was the desire to act as a leader and influence the global negotiations. As one informant expressed it:
'I think it is a kind of the question of political leadership -and to say that we really want to pick up the ball and run with it. We cannot on one side, in our political statements, say "climate change is very important" and then on the other hand hold back and don't do anything. We need to "walk the talk" and I think it was one of the things that was very important at that time.' (Interview D) . This indicates that the EU as a whole was entrapped by previous commitments to act as a leader on the international stage. Such entrapment made it harder for sceptics to argue against the 20/30 target.
The sceptical member states included first and foremost Poland and Italy, but also new member states such as the Czech Republic. However, Poland never succeeded in creating a common Eastern The second argument (which in 2007 according to informants was less important) was that it would be in Europe's economic interest to be first in transforming to a low carbon society and thus concerned the economic context. This argument was countered by the argument put forward by the sceptics that cutting emissions would be more expensive than not doing so, and this extra cost would be borne by the European consumers and industry. If there was a great benefit in using renewable energy or increasing energy efficiency, the producers did not need a reduction target.
The sceptics also expressed their concerns in normative terms, namely by referring to solidarity, that the poorest (i.e. the Eastern European) member states should not bear an unfair share of the burden. An important element of this argument was that the Eastern European Member states were in a different situation emission-wise than the Western ones as their emissions had dropped significantly after 1990 due to the restructuring of their production system. Consequently, most of them had emissions below their base year, and hence they thought that meeting the 2020 target would not require significant further reductions of their emissions (Interview H), something which may have influenced the eventual Polish acceptance of the 20/30 target. The Eastern European member states were also in a different situation legally speaking, as they were classified as 'economies in transition' in the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, unlike the other EU member states, which are classified as industrialized countries and should provide financial and technical support to inter alia economies in transition (UNFCCC 1992).
In other words, it is difficult to argue that the pushers were norm-driven and the sceptics interestdriven. But it was more difficult for the sceptics to argue against the pushers, as the pushers' arguments were more in line with previous EU commitments to climate change. The saliency of the leadership norm made it possible to entrap actors by framing an ambitious climate policy in terms of such leadership. An important factor was the short time that the Council had to negotiate the target, don't think there was a total political or technical discussion on those targets, in any capital, to be honest. I think it was a political decision, certainly there was a big political pressure to adopt this target from the Commission …I don't think that the member states had the adequate time to explore, understand, assess the effects of this target, and so, my point of view, as an economist, would have been to reverse the process and have a total impact evaluation with some results and proposals to the EC. Instead we had the target set up, and then, after one year the impact evaluation that had to justify these targets' (Interview C). Although there was a rather brief impact assessment made by the Commission accompanying the Communication which argued that the reduction targets could have a significant negative impact on EU GDP (up to a 2.8 per cent loss), there was little time to discuss the Impact Assessment in Council Working Groups or in the national capitals (Interview C).
For decisions of such a magnitude, it is usual that the national governments carry out an analysis of the national economic costs and benefits. Such impact assessments often involve potential veto actors in non-environmental institutions within the government, such as Ministries of Finance, Economics or Industry, or from industry. The lack of time meant that the process, in the words of the informant, became political rather than technical, or characterized by political concerns such as being shamed publically or in small in-camera settings rather than subject to technical analysis per cent target was not an empty commitment and distributed the burden of meeting the target between the member states. According to the Commission Impact Assessment, most new member states would benefit from the distribution of the reduction efforts (as they could trade emissions allowances, renewable certificates, etc.), yet the new member states argued that they would face significant costs. The member states were entrapped by their commitments to the 2020 targets, which they did not dare to challenge (Bocquillon 2012) . The fear that prolonged negotiations would damage the EU's position going into COP15 (as its directional leadership would be less credible)
added to the sense urgency and induced the French Presidency to seek a solution within its term (Szarka 2011 ).
The EU reduction target resurfaced -due to the international context -in the run-up to COP15 in Poland in particular has been opposed to proposals raising the allowance price by arguing it will be damaging to the Polish economy and competitiveness. Italy, Poland and others have also argued that it will be meaningless in terms of climate change mitigation as the EU only accounts for 13 per cent of global emissions, and it is unlikely that other states will take on comparable emissions reductions, thus creating a risk of carbon leakage (Interview C). On a related note, the sceptics find that the EU attempt to demonstrate directional leadership by taking on the 20 per cent target has failed, as
Lack of Entrapment: Why?
Attempts of entrapment have been unsuccessful both at COP15 and following COP15. This lack of entrapment can be traced back to changes in the socio-economic and international contexts, which again influenced the policy processes by influencing agendas, framing and to some degree the involvement of 'economic actors'.
For the international context, the lack of EU influence at COP15 had two consequences: firstly it influenced the willingness of state leaders to discuss climate change, and secondly it changed the normative environment in which the actors argue. The sceptics could -unlike in 2007 -refer to the EU's lack of influence at COP15 (particularly the fact that the Copenhagen Accord was negotiated between the US, China, India Brazil and South Africa) as a proof that the leadership strategy did not work, something also explaining why the pushers did not use the leadership argument after COP15.
Already during COP15, EU leadership did not appear as salient as before and the outside pressure was lower, no other government asked the EU to move to 30 per cent, and public attention was focused on the global negotiations without knowing that the EU leaders discussed 30 per cent. After COP15, the change in the global negotiations from a top-down 'targets and timetables'-based regime with countries negotiating reduction targets to a bottom-up 'pledge-and review' regime limited the saliency of EU directional leadership. Instead the EU in the negotiations focused on entrepreneurial leadership through accepting a second Kyoto Protocol commitment period as part of a larger deal in Durban.
The changing socio-economic context, more precisely the economic crisis, has also been an influential factor. Both pushers and sceptics have used it to argue their case, the pushers arguing for green growth and defining the low allowance price 9 as a problem, the sceptics arguing that the crisis has limited the economic space for costly policies such as higher reduction targets. This has led to further divisions between the two groups, but has not in itself made a step-up impossible. The impact of the crisis has been direct rather than indirect by altering the policy processes by directing state leaders' focus away from climate change (Interview A).
Both the crisis and COP15 have influenced the agenda of the European Council. The crisis has occupied the agenda of the European Council leaving little space for effective entrapment, and COP15 gave important state leaders a personal experience of lack of EU influence. As the adoption of the 20/30 target proved, the involvement of the European Council is crucial for overcoming internal differences through effective and binding entrapment. Since COP15, state leaders have not addressed the issue, meaning that a step-up is unlikely as the divisions in the Council are too big to overcome at the level of Environment Ministers, and effective entrapment requires involving state leaders.
Besides diminishing the likelihood of the European Council addressing climate change, the changes in the context have also led to change in the arguments used in the policy debates. The pushers have gone from using predominantly normative arguments (the need for EU leadership) to using interests-based arguments (mitigation is in the interest of the EU). Their opponents used the same competitiveness arguments as in 2007. The reframing from a norms vs. interests debate to an interests vs interests debate helps explain why entrapment became difficult, arguing against the argument that mitigation is in the interest of the EU (due to green growth or long-term transition)
does not entail the same risk of being accused of hypocrisy as arguing against normative arguments about EU leadership. As the debate was reoriented to causal claims about whether a deeper reduction target would lead to more or less growth, the sceptics' arguments about protecting European (and national) industry became more legitimate. The post-communist member states' argument that they wanted to know their share of the burden before talking about a step-up (and that they would not accept a large share) can be seen as reflecting a negative experience with the climate change and energy package, perceived as not sufficiently reflecting their national circumstances. As described above, the reframing is also evident in the official texts which went from stressing leadership to barely mentioning it, but instead talked about the economic consequences of a step-up.
The policy processes have changed beyond the contextual influence on agendas and framings. There has also been an increasing involvement of 'economically-oriented' actors, including Ministries of Ministry in check. Similar patterns can be observed in other member states. There are three reasons for this. Firstly, the prolonged negotiations over the climate change and energy package which to an unprecedented degree involved economic actors (Interview C) . To many of the economic actors this can be seen as a learning process, they have come to the conclusion that climate policy can be very costly. Secondly the economic crisis which generally speaking increases the power of such ministries (Interview B) . Thirdly, the length of the negotiations, which made it easier for economic actors to get involved.
Conclusion
On the basis of the analysis, one can conclude the following; the adoption of the 20/30 per cent target was largely based on entrapment of actors sceptical of such a target, whereas entrapment has not worked in the debates over a step-up from the 20 per cent target. In the former case, due to a set of (interrelated) circumstances, entrapment was effective -an international context which made arguments for EU leadership salient, a combination of the in-camera setting among state leaders and a public opinion which called for an ambitious outcome and a short negotiating period which did not allow economic actors to become involved. These factors had changed in the 2009-11 period.
The international context had changed as the EU leadership seemed less relevant after COP15 and the socio-economic context had changed which meant that the crisis occupied the agenda of the European Council and strengthened the role of the economic. The economic actors have also been increasingly involved due to having become more focused on the costs of climate policy following the climate change and energy package, and the longer negotiation periods (compared to 2007) granting them more time to get involved. Entrapment was most likely at COP15, but even then references to leadership were less salient than before.
